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DETAILED ACTION 
Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 112 
The following is a quotation of the second paragraph of 35 U.S.C. 1 12: 

The specification shall conclude with one or more claims particularly pointing out and distinctly claiming the 
subject matter which the applicant regards as his invention. 

1 Claims 1-30 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 1 12, second paragraph, as being indefinite for 
failing to particularly point out and distinctly claim the subject matter which appUcant 
regards as the invention. The Applicant fails to distinguish the "first video transmission" 
from the "second video transmission" in the Claims, and seems to switch their meaning 
multiple times. It is unclear what signals in the specifications the "first video 
transmission" and the "second video transmission" are specifically referring to. 

2. The following is a quotation of the first paragraph of 35 U.S.C. 1 12: 

The specification shall contain a written description of the invention, and of the manner and process of making 
and using it, in such full, clear, concise, and exact terms as to enable any person skilled in the art to which it 
pertains, or with which it is most nearly connected, to make and use the same and shall set forth the best mode 
contemplated by the inventor of carrying out his invention. 

Claims 12-13, 24-25, and 27 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 1 12, first paragraph, as 
containing subject matter which was not described in the specification in such a way as to 
enable one skilled in the art to which it pertains, or with which it is most nearly 
connected, to make and/or use the invention. The Applicant fails to specifically describe 
the storing of the video in a "first in last out memory." Furthermore, this operation 
appears to work opposite to what would be expected since it seems as though the video 
would be replayed in reverse, as opposed to showing the event and time before the event 
in the logical sequence. 
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Claim Rejections - 35 USC§102 
The following is a quotation of the appropriate paragraphs of 35 U.S.C. 102 that form the 
basis for the rejections under this section made in this Office action: 

(a) the invention was known or iised by others in this country, or patented or described in a printed publication in this 
or a foreign country, before the invention thereof by the applicant for a patent. 

The following art rejections are apphed to apphcant's claims or best understood in view 
of the problem under 1 12 second paragraph as discussed above. 

3. Claims 1-5, and 1 1 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 102(a) as being clearly by De Saint 
Marc. 

Regarding Claim 1, De Saint Marc shows a method for receiving video 
transmissions comprising monitoring a first video transmission while a receiver is tuned 
to receive a second transmission, generating a notification when a predetermined event 
occurs during the first video transmission, and enabling the display of a portion of the 
second transmission before the event occurred (col. 2 lines 3-9, 22-32, 34-40, col. 3 lines 
11-49). 

4. Regarding Claim 2, De Saint Marc further shows that the second transmission is a 
television broadcast (col, 2 lines 3-9, 22-32). 

5. Regarding Claim 3, De Saint Marc further shows a notification produces an on-screen 
prompt on a display that displays the video transmission (col. 3 lines 1 1-49). 

6. Regarding Claim 4, De Saint Marc further shows the ability of automatically switching 
the receiver to the video transmission in response to a user command in response to said 
prompt (col. 3 lines 11-49, col. 9 lines 30-58). 
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7. Regarding Claim 5, De Saint Marc further shows the ability to automatically switching to 
the other video transmission by activating a button on a remote control (col. 3 lines 1 1- 
49, coL 9 Imes 30-58). 

8. Regarding Claim 1 1, De Saint Marc further shows that the video transmissions can be 
stored (col. 2 lines 22-32, col 8 lines 2-4). 



Claim Rejections - 35 USC §103 



The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 103(a) which forms the basis for ail 
obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as set forth in 
section 102 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and the prior art are 
such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the invention was made to a person 
having ordinary skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. Patentability shall not be negatived by the 
manner in which the invention was made. 

The following art rejections are applied to applicant's claims or best understood in view 
of the problem under 1 12 second paragraph as discussed above. 
9. Claims 6 and 18 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over De Saint 
Marc in further view of Morrison et al. 

Regarding Claims 6 and 18, De Saint Marc fails to show the indication showing 
the amount of time remaining in the video transmission can be displayed. Morrison 
shows a system where the remaining time of a program can be displayed (col. 1 lines 1 5- 
30). It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time the 
invention was made to modify De Saint Marc the ability of Morrison in order to inform 
the user of the remaining time of a broadcast. 



Application/Control Number: 09/474,216 
Art Unit: 2611 



Page 5 



10. Claims 8-10, 20-22, and 29 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable 
over De Saint Marc in further view of Menard. 

Regarding Claim 8, De Saint Marc fails to show the ability to monitor the words 
spoken in the transmission. Menard shows the ability to use "voice or pattern recognition 
techniques" to monitor the audio or video (page 4 lines 9-11). It would have been 
obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time the invention was made to modify 
De Saint Marc with the voice recognition of Menard to provide multiple methods of 
determining if a set event had occurred. 

1 1 . Regarding Claim 9, De Saint Marc fails to show the ability to monitor the closed caption 
script that accompanies the transmissions, Menard does show the ability to monitor the 
closed caption information of a transmission (page 3 lines 22-25). It would have been 
obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time the invention was made to modify 
De Saint Marc with the ability to monitor closed caption information of Menard to 
provide multiple methods of determining if a set event had occurred. 

12. Regarding Claims 10 and 22, De Saint Marc fails to show a Ust of a plurality of events, 
allowing the user to select an event and generating the notification when the event occurs. 
Menard shows the use of a personal profile to store different events and the 
corresponding action that takes place when the event occurs (page 9 lines 1 1-28). It 
would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time the invention was 
made to modify the system of De Saint Marc with the ability to create an event profile of 
Menard in order to supply the user with the ability to customize the events that trigger an 
alert- 
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13. Regarding Claim 20, De Saint Marc fails to show the ability to monitor the words spoken 
in the transmission. Menard shows the ability to use "voice or pattern recognition 
techniques" to monitor the audio or video (page 4 lines 9-11). It would have been 
obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time the invention was made to modify 
De Saint Marc with the voice recognition of Menard to provide multiple methods of 
determining if a set event had occurred. 

14. Regarding Claim 21, De Saint Marc fails to show the ability to monitor the closed caption 
script that accompanies the transmissions. Menard does show the ability to monitor the 
closed caption information of a transmission (page 3 lines 22-25). It would have been 
obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time the invention was made to modify 
De Saint Marc with the ability to monitor closed caption information of Menard to 
provide multiple methods of determining if a set event had occurred. 

15. Regarding Claim 29, De Saint Marc Fails to show the ability to collect information from 
the monitoring of the video transmission. Menard shows the ability to monitor the video 
transmission and creating databases to store relevant events (page 4 lines 21-33, page 5 
lines 1-7). It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time the 
invention was made modify the system of De Saint Marc with the ability to collect 
information of Menard so that relevant events could be stored for documentation. 

16. Claims 14-17, 23, 26, 28, and 30 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being 
unpatentable over De Saint Marc. 

Regarding Claim 14, De Saint Marc shows monitoring a first video transmission 
while a receiver is tuned to receive a second transmission, generating a notification when 
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a predetermined event occurs during the first video transmission, and enabling the display 
of a portion of the second transmission before the event occurred (coL 2 lines 3-9, 22-32, ' 
34-40, col. 3 lines 1 1-49) and also shows the use of a medium for storing instructions that 
cause a processor-based system to carry out the majority of the functions (col. 6 lines 47- 
57, col. 7 lines 17-33, see figures 2 and 3). De Saint Marc fails to show that the entire 
system is run by the processor system (though De Saint Marc does show a person 
monitoring the data feeds and pressing a button when a specified event occurs). It would 
have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time the invention was made to 
fully automate the system of De Saint Marc with computer software to alleviate the need 
for a person to monitor the video feeds and inject an event signal. 

17. Regarding Claim 15, De Saint Marc further shows a notification produces an on-screen 
prompt on a display that displays the video transmission (col. 3 lines 1 1-49, col. 8 lines 
27-57). 

1 8. Regarding Claim 16, De Saint Marc further shows the ability of automatically switching 
the receiver to the video transmission in response to a user command in response to said 
prompt (col. 3 Imes 11-49, col. 9 lines 30-58). 

19. Regarding Claim 17, De Saint Marc further shows the abihty to automatically switching 
to the other video transmission by activating a button on a remote control (col. 3 lines 11- 
49, col. 9 lines 30-58). 

20. Regarding Claim 23, De Saint Marc further shows that the video transmissions can be 
stored (col. 2 lines 22-32, col. 8 lines 2-4). 
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21 . Regarding Claim 26, De Saint Marc shows monitoring a first video transmission while a 
receiver is tuned to receive a second transmission, generating a notification when a 
predetermined event occurs during the first video transmission, and enabling the display 
of a portion of the second transmission before the event occurred (col. 2 hnes 3-9, 22-32, 
34-40, col. 3 lines 11-49) and also shows a processor-based system comprising a 
processor, a video receiver coupled to the processor, storage coupled to the processor, 
and application software, or a program, to execute instructions (col. 6 lines 47-57, col. 7 
lines 17-59, col. 8 lines 1-43, see figures 2 and 3). De Saint Marc fails to show that the 
entire system is run and monitored by the processor system (De Saint Marc does show a 
person monitoring the data feeds and pressing a button when a specified event occurs). It 
would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time the invention was 
made to fully automate the system of De Saint Marc with computer software to alleviate 
the need for a person to monitor the video feeds and inject an event signal. 

22. Regarding Claim 28, De Saint Marc fiirther shows the ability to select the first or second 
transmission for viewing after the portion of the event has been displayed (col. 3 lines 11- 
37, col. 9 lines 30-58, col. 10 lines 1-40). 

23. Regarding Claim 30, De Saint Marc fiirther shows the use of a remote control (col. 9 
lines 54-56). 

Conclusion 

The prior art made of record and not reUed upon is considered pertinent to appUcant's 
disclosure. 
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Kelly et al. U.S. Patent No. 5,907,322 discloses a television event marking system. 
Kerman U.S. Patent No. 5,659,366 discloses a notification system for television 
receivers. 

Lert, Jr. et al. U.S. Patent No. 4,230,990 discloses a broadcast program identification 
method and system. 

Harrison U.S. Patent No. 5,867,205 discloses a method and apparatus for controUing a/v 
and channel selection for a communication signal based on textual information indicative of 
channel contents of a signal. 

Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the 
examiner should be directed to Christopher R Nalevanko whose telephone number is 703-305- 
8093. The examiner can normally be reached on M-F 8-5. 

If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's 
supervisor, Andrew Faile can be reached on 703-305-4380. The fax phone numbers for the 
organization where this application or proceeding is assigned are 703-872-93 14 for regular 
communications and 703-872-9314 for After Final communications. 

Any inquiry of a general nature or relating to the status of this application or proceeding 
should be directed to the receptionist whose telephone number is 703-305-3900. 

Christopher Nalevanko 

AU2611 

703-305-8093 

cn 

January 13, 2003 

ANDREW FAILE 
SUPERVISORY PATENT EXAMINER 

TECHNOLOGY CENTER 2600 




